The emerging field of corporate demography views corporations and industries in a similar way to human or animal individuals and groups. In spite of a surprisingly large overlap of subject matter with economics, corporate demography is not well-known by, nor easily accessible to economists. An extremely useful recent book, The Demography of Corporations and Industries, by Glenn R. Carroll and Michael T. Hannan (2000) should change that. This review essay critically examines corporate demography from an economic viewpoint. The very different view of competition in corporate demography gets particular attention.
makes an argument for its importance and usefulness. The book has been discussed in a review article by Boyan Jovanovic (2001) . It provides fascinating insight into what an economist might consider a parallel world.
It turns out to be surprisingly difficult to say what the new approach of corporate demography is. It uses a collection of traditional statistical models loosely inspired by human demography. Also following human demography, it focuses on the "life events" of organizations or firms, birth and death. Further, and more subtly, corporate demography is an attitude or point of view.
Sometimes called a population perspective, demography abstracts from the individual firm and instead focuses on population characteristics, especially the number of firms in the population and the age distribution of firms. There is a strong tendency to be content with counting the firms, rather than using more detailed descriptions. Even the size of the firms is often ignored. Demography is strongly evolutionary, putting much stress on natural selection of firms, radically downplaying rational behavior. Corporate demography is actively hostile to economic notion of a representative firm or the looser, but related, idea of an ideal type.
Of course, a great deal of economics also deals with these issues of birth (entry), death (exit), and growth, size distributions (concentration). Most of this work would be considered industrial organization (industry economics in Europe). Carroll and Hannan note the overlap, but vastly understate it. In this essay, I will first take up the overlaps with economics, then critically discuss the other issues raised by Carroll and Hannan.
II. The Surprisingly Large Overlap of Interest
Carroll and Hannan note the overlap with economics briefly, pp. 37, 38. Sensibly, the survivor technique, pioneered by George Stigler (1958) , gets the most attention.
But, in a bizarre turn, they seem to believe that Stigler's approach has died out, saying that, "The technique is still described in many economics textbooks, although rarely (if ever) gets used in articles appearing in the major journals." (2000, p. 37) Perhaps this is true is one ignores the journals in the relevant field of industrial organization. But, a quick search of EconLit for papers with the word "survivor" in the title, showed 35 papers, of which 15 papers use the term in the sense of survivor analysis, since 1969. The list includes an article in the Journal of Law and Economics (Keeler 1989 ) (trucking), and two in the Journal of Business: (Frech and Ginsburg 1974) (physician services) and (Blair and Vogel 1978) (health insurance).
Further, this search is far too narrow. Survivor analysis has come to be so commonplace that it is not acknowledged. For example, the important and controversial works of William Comanor and Thomas Wilson on the economics of advertising uses a version of survivorship to derive a key explanatory variable: scale economies (1967, 1974) .
Their 1967 paper is one of the most cited papers in the history of economics. It spawned an entire industry devoted to research on the economics of advertising.
Further, there is an enormous amount of work on entry, exit and the size distribution of firms in economics. A quick EconLit search of articles with "entry" in the title, showed 1,591 entries, for "exit," 342, for "concentration" 1,212. Again, the search for the word in the title is far too narrow.
At a more detailed level, the explicitly evolutionary approach to economics is very closely related to corporate demography. Yet, it gets little attention. George Stigler and Richard Nelson and Sidney Winter (e.g. 1982) are cited, but amazingly, the seminal paper on this approach, by Armen Alchian (1950) In contrast, corporate demographers have worked out an argument for using the vital events as their focus. It's similar to the argument for using human mortality in gauging the output of health care systems (Frech and Miller 1999, pp. 28-30) . Both human and organizational mortality are On the whole, the idea of organizational inertia is compelling. The idea that inertia is so great as to justify the extreme aggregation over time used in this literature is not so quite so compelling.
VI. Differing View of Competition and Markets
The treatment of competition in corporate demography follows from its high level of abstraction, both over time and across organizations. It is difficult to say much in detail about competition over a hundred years and hundreds of firms in a population. Here is an area where economics can help demographers to take a more narrow focus which will enrich their studies.
In economics, of course, the study of competition focuses on cross-firm effects of prices in input and output markets. Competition is a very structured concept, working completely through markets. (at least in private property systems) through ordinary economic relations in markets. They stress the diffuse competition because they think it is more clearly densitydependent. I will discuss density-dependence later.
A. The Industry in Economics
In economics, the concept of competition tightly disciplines the analysis. The end result is a list of sellers, or perhaps geographical locations of sellers who restrain the each others' price and quality.
One could ask, how much restraint is necessary to for a firm to be considered in the industry? What is the threshold?F The FTC/DOJ Guidelines give a fairly crisp, if somewhat arbitrary, answer to this that has been widely accepted (at least in antitrust). If one starts with a list of sellers that might be considered an industry, the questions is:
Could a hypothetical cartel of these firms raise price by more than 5 percent for more than a year? If so, it will be considered a separate industry for antitrust purposes.
Thus, firms must strongly discipline each other to be considered to be in the same industry. Further, there are two dimensions to the analysis: product space and geographic space. So, the firms must be close enough in both dimensions to be in the same industry. 
B. The Industry in Corporate Demography
In corporate demography, the approach is far looser in two senses (Carroll and Hannan 2000, pp. 167-182) . First, the choice of study population doesn't get much attention. The second part of the form idea, the idea of the pattern taking on rule-like standing is fascinating. I would argue that it's ultimately useless (and actually not really used) for defining research populations, but it is independently interesting. Carroll and Hannan state that the form has "imperative standing," which seems to mean, is socially approved is some sense. That is, society, both outsiders and insiders, have some view of how the organization should be set up. In Carroll and Hannan's view, the organization is, therefore, punished in some way if it deviates from these socially-approved forms.
The language suggests that they don't mean actually becomes easier to make decisions. At the limit, with many competitors, a manager can completely ignore them.
All that matters is input and output prices. The best possible strategy is a simple one of maximizing profits, taking the prices as given. This is the model of perfect competition. Between the extremes, it becomes possible to ignore the idiosyncrasies of the competitors and simply maximize profits, subject to relatively simply supply and demand conditions. This is monopolistic competition.
2.
The Concept of "Carrying Capacity" 
